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The plaintiff, Rhodes Homes Arizo 

1. Plaintiff is an na limited liability compa 

ster planned commu in Mohave Co 

Arizona, which was engaged by Rhodes H 

rise to this claim occurred in Arizo 



ntrary to the representations which 

governmental agencies. 





COUNT FIVE 
(P u n i tive Dam ages) 







without hrther notice, on or after 7/3/2007. * 

accordance with the Rule. 

deadlines established by Rule 38.1 (d) of the Arizona Rules of Civil Proccdure, counscl should be sure that 
arbitrators arc timely appointed and that arbitrators completc thc arbitration process within the timc provided 
undcr Rule 38.1 (d) for motions to set. As Rule 76(a) of the Arizona Rules of Civil Proccdure provides, an 
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in the above referenced matter, submits this Application l o  the Superior Court of Arizona, 



ATTORNEYS FOR DEFENDANT, 
POST BUCKLEY, SCHUW & JERNIG 
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TO: ALL PARTIES AND TH 
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AND DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION 
d / b / a  RHODES HOMES; GRANADA HILLS 
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION; 
GRANADA HILLS INVESTOR LIMITED 
PARTNERSHIP; POST, BUCKLEY, SCHUH 
& JERNIGAN, INC.; CLARK COUNTY, a 

ARIZONA. 

Deposition Duces Tecum of: Kevin Aldridge, in accordance with the Rules of Civil Procedure 
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AND ALL RELATED h4AlTERS. 

uant to this Commission of the above-entitled Court, made at the request of defend 

Mt. Hawley hsurance Company (“Mt. Hawley”), the Court has determined that Marc Adler has 

information relevant to and necessary for the litigation of the aboveentitled action and that a 

subpoena should be issued to take Mr. Adler’s deposition. This commission pewits Mt. Hawley o 

agents acting on its behalf to appoint, authorize and empower a duly Iicensed A ~ ~ Z O M  court reporte 

testimony of Mr. Adler and hrther permits you to appoint, 

deographer to record the testimony of Mr. Adler. 
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-of-State Deposition 



PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that Mt. Hawley Insurance Company ("Mt. Hawley") will t 

deposition of Marc Adler on October 5,2006, beginning at 9:00 a.m. The deposition will be 

before a certified shorthand reporter authorized to administer an oath and may in addition be 

I l l  
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ORPORATED. 

4. A copy of “Plaintiff’s Notice of Taking Deposition of the CUSTODIAN OF 

RECORDS far GEORGE S .  TIBSHE 

1 and incorporated herein by reference. 

INCORPORATED, is attached hereto as 

Under Rule 28(a) of th a Rules of Civil Pro 

f that the Notice of Taking Deposition outside the Stat 

provided in Nevada Rules of Civil Procedure 30@)( l), the Clerk of this Court is authorized to 

issue a Commission for the t ing of depositions of witnesses in the State of Arizona for a 

Nevada District Court case. 
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INDIVIDUALS 1-1 00, ROE BUS 

ENTITIES 1 - 100, inclusive, 
ENTITIES 1-100, and GOE GOV 
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Nevada Corporation, SAGEBRUSH 
ENTERPRISES, INC., a Nevada Corporation, 
RHODES RANCH LLC, a Nevada Limited 
Liability Company; RHODES RANCH GENERAL ) 
PARTNERSHIP; a Nevada general partnership; ) 
RHODES HOMES, a Nevada Corporation; 
JAMES A. BEVAN, an individual; MOE 

ENTITIES 1-1 00, inclusive, 

INDIVIDUALS 1 - 100, ROE BUSINESS 
ENTITIES 1 - 100, a ~ ~ d  GOE GOVERNMENT 







ENTITIES 1-1 00; inclusive, 
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INDIVIDUALS 1 -I  00, ROE BUS~NESS 
ENTITIES 1 - 100, a d  GOE GOVERNMENTAL ) 
ENTITIES 1 - 100, inclusive, 
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Las Vegas Nevada 89101 

ECKLEY M. KEACH, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 1 194 

(702) 385-4994 

ECKLEY M. KEACH, CHTD. 





d to do business in Arizona which owns real pro 

(the “Property”). The Property that is the subject of this Complaint 

least one identified as parcel AO. 313-20-025. The Property was the subject of an admi 

appeal before the Arizona State Board of Equaiization (“SBOE”), Case No. 06055M-08-05. The 

SBOE issued its decision dated December 1, 2005. 

2. The Defendant, Mohave County ( 



BANCROFT SUSA dr 

The County alue and assess the Property equitably with 

comparable properties. The Property h alued in excess of similar properties. 

ssed against the Property for the 200 

tarily or under protest and prior to the date s 

e or become delinquent in acc with the provisions 0fA.R.S. 

WHEREFORE, Sedora respecthlly demands judgment 

A. That the 2006 full cash value of the Property is 

e Court’s reduction of the Property’s full cash and limit 













18 
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BANCROFT SUSA & 
GALLOWAY 

State of Arizona. 



7. All property taxes levied and assessed against the Property for the 2006 pro 

FORE, Sedora respectfully demands judgment as folIows: 

no greater than $500; 







HONORABLE THOMAS DUNEVANT III 
JUDGE, ARlZONA TAX COURT 
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Pursuant to A.R.S. § 42-1 

1. SEDORA HO 

, the Plaintiff alleges as follows: 

company authorized to do business in Arizona whic 

(the “Property”). The Property that is the subjec 

least one identified as parcel no. 333-11-018. T 

appeal before the Arizona State Board of Equalization (“SBOE”) 

SBOE issued its decision dated December 1, 2005. 

2. The Defendant, Mshave County (the “County”), is a political subdivision of the 
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assignedjudge, the as 

38.1, without further notice, on or after 

stated in the Joint Pretrial Statement. 

completed or will have had a reasonable opportunity to complete discovery within 60 &ys after the motion is 

accordance with the Rule. 

Radiness under Rule 38.1 (a): Arizona Rules of Civil Proced 
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authorized to d 

“Property”). Th 

018,333-11-024 and 333i11-025. 

in Arizona which owns real property in the State of Arizona 

s the subject o f t  

2. The Defendant, Mohav 

State of Arizona. 

3. The Property was valued by the Mohave County Assessor 

excess of the proper and appropriate fbll cash value and limited value, and i 

limitations for increase in limited value mandated by A.R.S. 9 
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no greater than $1,000; 

That, upon the Court’s reduction 

County be directed to return to Sedora any an 

st thereon at the maximum legal rate from 

That the Court awGd Sedora it C. 

A.R.S. $9 12-341 and 348; and 

D. That the Court grant such other relief as it may deem just 

. . . .  
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2; 

2: 

4. ADWR harmed ALM by permitting and encouraging the use of ALM’s proprietary 

and costly studies and data to support the Ranch Application. It was on the basis of ALM’s 

proprietary informatio at ADWR approved the Ranch Application. This type of preferential 

treatment violates the ept of fundamental fairness and due process. ADWR’s use of ALM’s 

data also violates its property rights. 

5.  ADWR was aware that ALM’s Application and the Ranch Application were for 

same limited water supply in the DetritaI Valley Basin and a determination against ALM would 

render its land unsuitable for its intended purpose. NonetheIess, ADWR denied ALM the right 





authoritypursuant to th tory Judgment Act, A.R.S. 12-1 83 1 

lication has priority ov anch application, because an actual 

relates to the ADWR’s improper 

r supply for the property located in Mohave County. The Court’s 

troversy between ALM and the defendants, as well as 

LM and ADW 

22 issue for all future competing applications throughout the state. 
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2: 

2: 

25.  A.A.C. R12-15-716 (A) contains a comprehensive list of information to be s 

an application is deemed “administratively complete.” 
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found to be complete and correct. 

47. ADWR sent a letter to Mo 

that the ALM Application must now 

water reserved to The Ranch at White Hills. 

48. The process ADWR use 

provide an opportunity to object, 

provided to ADWR or relied on by 

affects ALM. 

49. ADWR’s actions and 

eliminates 7,573 acre-feet of water for use by The Villages at White Hills. This action not only 
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of the complaint. 

~ the Ranch’s Analysis of Adequate 
I 
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I 





7 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

d) failed to determine the application to be complete and correct withi 

requ A.A.C. R12-15-401, Table 

e) refused to acknowledge on as adrninistr 

correct as a matter of law at the conclusion of the 60 days, 

f )  delayed its initial res the application for 144 days 

submitted, 

g that the application was 
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rights to a first in time applicant who later supplemented and corrected 

ded no such rights to applicants who sought use of groundwater, 

favored a later filed application for analysis of adequate water supply by 

following particulars: 

increased demand of 1,225 acre feet which has not been accounted for. It results in 157 acre feet 

of additional demand for the committed demand. 

ii) Notwithstanding the agreement of the Colorado River Management Office 

accounting surface that and long-term pumping would have no impact on the accounting surface 
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16 Application at any time during the application process. 

17 

18 of Water Resources: 

19 A. 

20 White Hills until American Land Management’s Application has been approved. 

21 

22 deemed “complete and correct” on either May 17, 2005 or August 9, 2005 and that AL 

23 priority rights to the groundwater in the Detrital Valley Basin. 

24 

65. ADWR denied ALM the opportunity to be heard or to challenge the Ranch 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs pray for an order of the court compelling the Arizona Department 

To rescind the April 1 1 , 2006, Analysis of Adequate Water Supply for The Ran 

B. To issue an order that ALM’s Application for Analysis of Adequate Water Suppl 












